REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 



Claims 1, 2, 4-12 and 14-21 are pending in the present application. Claims 1,9-11, 19 and 21 
have been amended. Reconsideration of the claims is respectfully requested. 

I. 35 U.S.C. § 101 

Claims 19-21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as being directed towards non-statutory 
subject matter. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Applicants have amended independent Claim 19, in accordance with the Examiner's suggestion, 
to recite a computer recordable medium. 

Applicants traverse the rejection of Claims 20 and 21 for reasons given above with respect to 
Claim 19 (of which Claims 20 and 21 depend upon). 

Therefore, the rejection of Claims 19-21 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 has been overcome. 

II. 35 U.S.C. § 102. Anticipation 

Claims 1, 2, 6, 10-12, 16, 17 and 19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Hellerstein et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,752,042), hereinafter "Hellerstein". This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

With respect to Claim 1 , Applicants have amended such claim in accordance with the 
Specification description at page 12, line 27 - page 13, line 8 and page 14, line 3 - page 21, line 28 and as 
depicted in Figures 4-6 in order to emphasize the synergistic co-action between the supplier controlled 
process and the client update process that advantageously provides a highly automated technique for 
distributing an update to a plurality of nodes in a client network. Specifically, amended Claim 1 uses a 
client update process to obtain a customer network inventory, which is then used to determine - again by 
the client update process - whether to request an update from the supplier controlled process. In contrast, 
per the teachings of the cited Hellerstein reference, a service distribution server transmits an update to a 
region server, which then transmits the update to target machines in its region (Hellerstein paragraphs 
[0031] and [0037]). Thus, amended Claim 1 is not anticipated by the cited reference, and is now in 
condition for allowance. 

Applicants traverse the rejection of Claims 2 and 6 for reasons given above with respect to Claim 
1 (of which Claims 2 and 6 depend upon). 

With respect to Claim 10, Applicants have amended such claim in accordance with the 
Specification description at page - page 20, line 24 and as depicted in Figure 5. As amended, the data 
processing system of Claim 10 advantageously provides synergistic co-action with a client update process 
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in order to provide such client update process with an update list followed by client requested updates. In 
contrast, per the teachings of the cited Hellerstein reference, a service distribution server transmits an 
update to a region server, which then transmits the update to target machines in its region (Hellerstein 
paragraphs [0031] and [0037]). Thus, amended Claim 10 is not anticipated by the cited reference, and is 
now in condition for allowance. 

Applicants traverse the rejection of Claims 11, 12, 16, 17 and 19 for similar reasons to those 
given above with respect to Claim 1. 

Therefore, the rejection of Claims 1, 2, 6, 10-12, 16, 17 and 19 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) has been 
overcome. 

III. 35 U.S.C. § 103, Obviousness 

Claims 4, 5, 8, 9, 14, 15, 18, 20 and 21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being 
unpatentable over Hellerstein in view of Carroll et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,859,699 B2), hereinafter 
"Carroll". This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

With respect to Claims 4, 5 and 8 (and similarly for Claims 14, 15, 18, 20 and 21), Applicants 
traverse for similar reasons to those given above with respect to Claim 1 , as the newly cited reference to 
Carroll does not overcome the teaching deficiencies identified hereinabove with respect to Claim 1 . 
With respect to Claim 9, Applicants have amended such claim in accordance with the Specification 
description at page 12, line 27 - page 13, line 8 and page 14, line 3 - page 21, line 28 and as depicted in 
Figures 4-6 in order to emphasize the synergistic co-action between the supplier controlled process and 
the client update process that advantageously provides a highly automated technique for distributing an 
update to a plurality of nodes in a client network. In contrast, per the teachings of the cited Hellerstein 
reference, a service distribution server transmits an update to a region server, which then transmits the 
update to target machines in its region (Hellerstein paragraphs [0031] and [0037]). Therefore, amended 
Claim 9 is now in condition for allowance. 

Therefore, the rejection of Claims 4, 5, 8, 9, 14, 15, 18, 20 and 21 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 has been 
overcome. 
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IV. Conclusion 

It is respectfully urged that the subject application is patentable over the cited references and is 
now in condition for allowance. The Examiner is invited to call the undersigned at the below-listed 
telephone number if in the opinion of the Examiner such a telephone conference would expedite or aid 
prosecution and examination of this application. 



DATE: August 12, 2008 

Respectfully submitted, 



/Wayne P. Bailey/ 

Wayne P. Bailey 
Reg. No. 34,289 
Yee & Associates, P.C. 
P.O. Box 802333 
Dallas, TX 75380 
(972) 385-8777 
Attorney for Applicants 
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